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SUBJ: InterimRecord of Decision
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MCAS Cherry Point NPL Site
Cherry Point, North Carolina

Dear Sir:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 has reviewed the above subject
deci si on docunent and concurs with the selected remedy for the InterimRenedial Action at
Qperable Unit One.

The sel ected remedy targets the nost highly-contaminated area in the surficial aquifer,
where there is evidence of downward mgration. By addressing this contam nation, the selected
remedy woul d significantly reduce the total nass of QUL groundwater contam nation and reduce the
potential for migration of contam nants, (i.e., volatile organic conmpounds(VQOCs)), in the Naval
Avi ation Depot area's surficial aquifer to the underlying Yorktown aquifer. Renedial activities
for the groundwater remaining at QU1 will be nore conpl etely addressed by the conprehensive
RI/FS for QUIL.

The nmaj or conponents of the selected interimrenmedy consist of extraction pretreatnent,
and di scharge to the sewage treatnent plant or the industrial wastewater treatnment plant,
handl i ng solids generated, nonitoring groundwater and pretreated water and 5-year site review.
This renmedial action is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with Federa
and State requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renedia
action and is cost effective.
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ENVI RONVENTAL AFFAI RS, DEPARTMENT
Marine Corps Air Station
Cherry Point, North Carolina 28533-0006

5090/ 1420
LN
26 Aug 96
From Environnmental Affairs O ficer
To: Commandi ng General, Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point
Via: Director of Facilities
Chi ef of Staff

Subj : OPERABLE UNIT 1 | NTERIM RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Ref: (a) Staff Judge Advocate Itr 5090 SJA 15 dtd 25 Jul 1996
(b) Associate Counsel, EACOItr 96-1016.9 dtd 24 Jul 1996

Encl: InterimRecord of Decision for Operable Unit 1 NADEP Central Hot Spot Area
G oundwat er (Brown and Root Environnental, August 1996)

1. The Environnmental Affairs Departnent (EAD) is pleased to present the subject docunent for
your review and approval. The enclosure is the first of its kind for the Air Station and nmarks
significant achi everrent toward the restoration of the "sins of the past" aboard MCAS Cherry
Point. The enclosure identifies the selected environmental renediation alternative for
contam nated groundwater located in the vicinity of the Naval Aviation Depot. Selection of the
interimrenmedy was made with local citizen review through public announcenent and a public
neeting. In addition, this decision is supported by the United States Environnental Protection
Agency, Region |V and the North Carolina Departnent of Environnment, Health, and Natural
Resources, Division of Solid Waste. As indicated in the references, EAD has coordi nated a | egal
revi ew of the docunment by the Eastern Area Counsel O fice and MCAS Cherry Point Staff Judge
Advocat e.

2. Your approval will allow us to proceed with construction and operation of a systemto
renmedi ate the contam nated groundwater. This project has a capital cost of 2.7 million, is
funded through the Defense Environnental Restoration Account, and will not result in additional
costs to the Air Station.

3. W stand ready to neet with you as required to brief you on the subject and provide any
addi tional information you may require. W respectfully request your approval of this Record of
Deci sion on or before 16 Septenber 96 so that we nmay renain in conpliance with our construction
schedul e. Pl ease contact me at extension 4562 if you need additional information or wish to
di scuss this project.

<I MG SRC 97208C
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1.0 DECLARATI ON
Site Nane and Location

This InterimRecord of Decision (InterimROD) addresses Qperable Unit 1 (QU1), Naval Aviation
Depot (NADEP) Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater, at the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry
Poi nt, North Carolina.

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected interimrenedial action for OJ1, NADEP Central Hot
Spot Area Groundwater, at MCAS Cherry Point, North Carolina. Investigation of QUL was conducted
as required by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Administrative Order on Consent
and consistent with the Installation Restoration (IR} Program and the Conprehensi ve Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The RCRA Administrative Order on Consent is
enconpassed by the MCAS Cherry Point RCRA Permit. As part of the Focused Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (Focused RI/FS) for QU1 G oundwater (B&R Environnental, 1996b),
investigation of groundwater identified prinmary contam nation at the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area
G oundwater. As used in this InterimROD, primary contamnation is defined as "hot spot" (high

| evel s of) groundwater contami nation that has the greatest potential for human or ecol ogi cal
exposur es.

On the basis of investigation results, and in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by Superfund
Anendnent and Reaut horization Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and
Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) and its related |aws and regul ations, it
is the U S Departnment of the Navy's (DON) decision in concurrence with the U S. Environnental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the State of North Carolina Departnment of Environment, Health and
Nat ural Resources (NCDEHNR), that interimrenedial action is warranted for contam nation at the
NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater. Any final renedial action for groundwater at QUL will
be addressed as part of the conprehensive investigation of QUL. This decision for interimaction
at the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater is based on the Admi nistrative Record for MCAS
Cherry Point.

Assessnent of the Site

If not addressed by inplenmenting the interimresponse action selected in this Interi mROD,
actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe NADEP Central Hot Spot Area
G oundwater may present a potential threat to public health or the environnent.

Description of Sel ected Renedy

Renewal action alternatives for the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area G oundwater were eval uated as
part of the Focused RI/FS for QU1 G oundwater (B&R Environnmental, 1996b). Alternative 4A -
Extraction/ Pretreatnent/D scharge to the Sewage Treatnment Plant (STP) or the Industrial
Wastewater Treatnment Plant (IWP) was identified as the preferred alternative in the Interim
Proposed Renmedial Action Plan (interimPRAP). Alternative 4A was determ ned to exceed the other
alternatives inits ability to protect human health and the environnment in both the short term
and long term inits ability to conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs), and inits inplenentability. Alternative 4A was al so the nobst cost-effective
alternative. After all alternatives were subject to public comment, Alternative 4A becane the
sel ected alternative.

The sel ected renedy targets the nost highly contam nated area in the surficial aquifer, where
there is evidence that contam nation is migrating downward. By addressing this contam nation,
the selected remedy would significantly reduce the total mass of QUL groundwater contam nation
and reduce the potential for migration of contam nants (i.e., volatile organi c conpounds [VQOCs])
in the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater surficial aquifer to the underlying Yorktown



aqui fer. Renedial activities for the groundwater remaining at QUL will be nore conpletely
addressed by the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL

The nmaj or conponents of the selected interimrenedy include:

. Punmpi ng cont am nated groundwater fromthe area of concern via extraction wells.
The area of influence of the extraction systemwoul d enconpass the area where high
VOC concentrations were detected in groundwater.

. Treating extracted groundwater in a treatnent systemthat includes equalization
iron oxidation, flocculation/clarification, pressure sand filtration, and air
stripping. VOCs woul d be renoved fromthe extracted groundwater by the air stripper.

. Treating off gases in a catalytic oxidation system VOCs in the off gases fromthe
air stripper and upstream process tanks woul d be destroyed in the catal ytic
oxi dation system

. Di scharging pretreated water to the STP. The treatnment systemwould treat
groundwater to neet STP pretreatnent requirenents. Wile discharge would initially
be to the STP, discharge to the | WP woul d be reconsidered at a |ater date shoul d
this option becone inplenentable.

. Handl i ng solids generated in the treatnent system
. Moni toring groundwater and pretreated water, and 5-year site review
Statutory Determnation

The selected interimaction is protective of hunman health and the environnent in the short term
and is intended to provide adequate protection until a final RODis signed; conplies with
federal and state ARARs and criteria to be considered (TBCs) directly associated with this
action, and is cost-effective. A though this interimaction is not intended to address fully the
statutory mandate for permanence and treatnent to the maxi mumextent practicable, this interim
action does utilize treatnent and thus furthers that statutory nandate. Because this interim
action does not constitute the final renedy for QUL groundwater, the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent that reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent,
al though partially addressed in this renedy, will be fully addressed by the final response
action (as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QUl). Because this renedy does not address all
contami nation at QUl, a five-year reviewis included to ensure that the renedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment within five years after
commencenent of the renedial action.

Si gnature and Support Agency Acceptance
<I M5 SRC 97208D>

2.0 DEC SI ON SUMVARY

Site Nane, Location, and Description

Conmmi ssioned in 1942, MCAS Cherry Point is an 11,485-acre mlitary installation located in

sout heastern Graven County, North Carolina, just north of the town of Havel ock. The MCAS Cherry
Point mission is to maintain and support facilities, services, and naterial of a Marine
Aircraft Wng, or units thereof, and other activities and units as designated by the Commandant
of the Marine Corps in coordination with the Chief of Naval Qperations. Figure 1 shows the

| ocation of MCAS Cherry Point.

This Interi mROD addresses groundwater contamination at QUL, in the vicinity of the NADEP. QU
is located in the southwestern portion of MCAS Cherry Point. The location of QU1 at MCAS Cherry
Point is shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 shows the site map for QUl. The NADEP, located in the
east-central portion of QUL, is a large aircraft assenbly and repair conplex. G oundwater
contamination in the vicinity of the NADEP, referred to as the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area

G oundwater, is addressed by the interimrenedial action presented in this InterimROD. This hot



spot is shown in Figure 3, and its areal extent is defined by the total chlorinated VOC
concentration contours above 1000 microgranms per liter (ug/l). Athough part of QUL, Site 16 is
not addressed in this InterimROD. Site 16 is currently being addressed as anot her hot spot
separate fromthe NADEP Central Hot Spot Area.

Site History and Enforcenent Activities

I nvestigations at MCAS Cherry Point are conducted under the U S. Departnent of Defense (DOD) IR
Program and the Navy Assessnent and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACI P) Program which
comrenced in 1980. The IR/NACIP Prograns parallel CERCLA (otherw se known as Superfund) and are
designed to identify contam nation at Navy and Marine Corps lands/facilities resulting from past
operations and to institute corrective neasures, as needed.

In 1989, the Navy entered into a RCRA Administrative Order with the USEPA to investigate 32
sites at MCAS Cherry Point. The RCRA Order on Consent is enconpassed by the MCAS Cherry Poi nt
RCRA Pernmit. |In Decenber 1994, MCAS Cherry Point was listed on the National Priorities List
(NPL), which was established under CERCLA. As a result, IR investigations are being conducted to
neet the requirenents of both RCRA and CERCLA.

For investigative purposes, the 32 sites at MCAS Cherry Point have been divided into 12 operable
units (QUL through QU11, and QU13). An additional operable unit, QU12, has been deferred to the
State of North Carolina Underground Storage Tank Program Between 1985 and 1995, at QU1l, various
investigations including a Focused RI/FS for groundwater have been conducted. Mre than 300
locations at QUL have been sanpled for groundwater at |east once during this period. Analysis of
this data was evaluated in the Focused RI/FS and four hot spot areas were identified.

G oundwat er contam nation at one of them the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater, is the
subject of this InterimROD. (The other three hot spot areas will be addressed at a |l ater date,
separately or as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QUl. The conprehensive RI/FS for QUL will
address all nedia at QUl.)

Chlorinated VOCs and petrol eumrel ated VOCs detected at high concentrations in the NADEP Central
Hot Spot Area Groundwater, probably resulted fromactivities at

. Site 15 - Area and D tch Behi nd NADEP,

. Site 40 - NADEP Former Drum Storage Area,

. Site 42 - |WP

. Site 47 - Industrial Sewer System (or Industrial Area Drainage System,
. Site 51 - Building 137 Pl ating Shop,

. Site 52 - Building 133 Plating Shop and drai nage ditch, and

. Tank farns and underground storage tank (UST) sites |ocated within QUL.

Efforts have been undertaken by MCAS Cherry Point to linit continued contam nant mgration at
each of these possible source areas. These efforts include nodifying current-day operations at
the NADEP to limt the use of chlorinated solvents (i.e., VOCs); closing or discontinuing use
of Sites 15, 40, 51, and 52; conducting renedial activities conducted at or planned for Sites
40, 47, 51, and 52; repairing | eaki ng underground industrial pipelines at the NADEP;, and
renmovi ng USTs within QUL where evidence of | eakage exi sted.

In addition to the IR activities, sone sites at MCAS Cherry Point have been investigated as part
of the Navy's Base Realignnent and dosure (BRAC) Program These sites were investigated to
determine if environnmental contam nation exists that could inpact construction and |ong-term
use activities that are planned for these sites.

H ghlights of Comunity Participation

A history of community relations at MCAS Cherry Point is presented in the Community Rel ations
Pl an for MCAS Cherry Point (B&R Environnental, 1996a). Community participation has been and
continues to be pronpoted at MCAS Cherry Point through public work, Technical Review

Conmmi ttee/ Restoration Advisory Board (TRC/ RAB) neetings, public neetings, fact sheets, public
noti ces, public coment periods, newspaper advertisenents, and comunity interviews.

The Focused RI/FS Report QU1 G oundwater has been avail abl e since February, 1996 and Interim
PRAP for NADEP Hot Spot Area G oundwater was released to the public on June 18, 1996. These two



docunents are available to the public in both the Admi nistrative Record and the Infornation
Repositories nmintained at the MCAS Cherry Point Library and Havel ock Public Library. The notice
of the availability of these two docunments was published in the Carteret County News-Ti nes and
the Havel ock News on June 5, 1996 and in the Washington Daily News, the Kinston Free Press, the
Jacksonville Daily News, the Sun Journal and the Wndsock on June, 6, 1996. The public comment
peri od began on June 18, 1966 and | asted 30 days, during which time a public neeting was held.
Responses to coments received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary,
which is part of this InterimROD. In addition, community response to the sel ected renedy, as
well as the other alternatives evaluated, is addressed under the comunity acceptance criteria
in the conparative analysis section of this InterimROD.

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected interimrenedial action for OJ1, NADEP Central Hot
Spot Area Groundwater, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA, and, to the extent

practicable, the NCP. The decision for this site is based on the Adm nistrative Record.

The Administrative Record and Informati on Repositories are | ocated at:

MCAS Cherry Point Library Havel ock Public Library
PSC Box 8019 300 MIler Boul evard
Cherry Point, North Carolina 28533-0019 Havel ock, North Carolina 28532
(919) 466- 3552 (919) 447-7509
Hours: Mon - Thur 9:00 am- 9:45 pm Hours: Mon - Fri 10:00 am -8: 00 pm
Fri 9:00 am- 5:45 pm Sat 10:00 am- 1:00 pm
Sat 10:00 am -3:45 pm Sun d osed

Sun 1: 00 pm - 8:45 pm
Scope and Role of Operable Unit/InterimAction

Sites at MCAS Cherry Point are organized into 13 OQUs. The interimrenedial action addressed in
this InterimROD is for activities at QUl. Goundwater at QU1 was found to be contam nated and
four hot spot areas were identified in the Focused RI/FS Report. This Interi mROD addresses
contam nation in the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater. The three other hot spot areas
will be addressed at a later date, separately or as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL

Surficial groundwater contam nation has apparently mgrated to the underlying Yorktown aquifer
inthe vicinity of the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area. Al though the surficial aquifer and

under | yi ng Yorktown aquifers are not current potable water sources, the deeper underlying Pungo
Ri ver and Castle Hayne aquifers could eventually be affected. The Castle Hayne aquifer is the
drinking water source for MCAS Cherry Point and surrounding communities. The objective of this
interimaction is, therefore, to protect the underlying aquifers from groundwater contam nation
mgrating fromthe surficial aquifer. This interimaction focuses on extracting (punping) and
treating the nost highly contam nated area in the overlying surficial aquifer (the NADEP Central
Hot Spot Area Groundwater) where there is evidence that contanm nation is migrating dowwards.

The concentration of contami nants in the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater is
significantly higher than the renai nder of the groundwater plune. Therefore, renoval of

contam nation fromthe area of concern is expected to significantly reduce the total nmass of QU1
groundwat er contam nati on. Furthernore, much of the renaining groundwater contam nation in the
vicinity of the NADEP is upgradient of the proposed interimgroundwater extraction systemso it
should ultinately be captured as groundwater flows naturally through the area. However,

remedi al activities for the renaining groundwater contamnation will be nore conpletely
addressed by the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL. In addition renedial goals for groundwater, which
are not part of this interimaction, will be set as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL.

A design punping rate of 100 gallons per mnute (gpn) was established to extract the nost highly
contami nated groundwater within the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area. To sone extent, this

extraction systemw Il also reverse the flow of groundwater fromthe surficial to the Yorktown
aqui fer. Considering the uncertainties of future QUL activities for groundwater, the system
includes additional capacity. In the future, punping rates may be decreased or increased for the
proposed extraction wells, or additional extraction wells nay be added to the system

Site Characteristics



The NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater is located in the central portion of QU1 near
Bui | ding 133, and determ ned to occupy approximately 0.07 square niles (45 acres). The nost
preval ent anal ytes that define the plunme(s) of contami nated groundwater in the area of concern
consi st of benzene (nmaxi mum concentration of 1780 ug/l) and chlorinated VOCs, in particul ar
trichl oroethene (TCE) (nmaxi mum concentration 2600 ug/l), vinyl chloride (nmaxi mumconcentration
10,000 ug/l), and 1, 2-dichl oroethene (1,2-DCE) (naxi mum concentration 16,700 ug/l).
Additionally, TCE and 1, 2-DCE have apparently migrated to the underlying Yorktown aquifer

Free product (concentrated pockets of contam nants) in the surficial aquifer is floating on top
of the groundwater within the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area, near Building 133. These pockets,
primarily JP-5 fuel oil, are being addressed under current projects. Figure 3 shows the area of
concern defined by the total chlorinated VOCs contours. Areas where the total chlorinated VOC
concentration is above 1000 ug/l are considered hot spot areas. A summary of analytical results
for groundwater in the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area is presented in Table 1. Aside from VCCs,
other constituents including netals and sem vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (SVOCs) were detected
sporadically and at relatively | ow concentrations.

As identified previously, several sites nay have contributed to the groundwater contam nation
at the NADEP and are described bel ow Contami nation fromthese sources has been significantly
reduced

Site 15 - Area and Ditch Behi nd NADEP was used for disposal of wastes fromthe NADEP. The site
consi sts of approxi mately 25 acres between the NADEP and Runway 5. Fromthe 1940s, until 1975
wastes generated in the NADEP were washed down floor drains and di scharged to the ditch that
flows to School house Branch, which is a tributary of Sl ocum Creek. The practice continued unti
the | WP was conpleted in 1975. The wastes generated at the NADEP incl ude petrol eunfoil/
lubricants (PQL), organic solvents, cyanides, and netals.

Site 40 - NADEP Fornmer Drum Storage Area was used from 1979 until 1986 to store hazardous wastes
generated during nmanufacturing operations in the NADEP. Prior to 1984, the area was used to
store spent organi ¢ solvents, paint stripping solutions, corrosion preventative conpounds,
cyani de wastes, and sandbl ast residue contam nated with heavy netals. After 1984, the area was
used exclusively to store sandbl ast residue and wastes. Between 1992 to 1993, this area was
renmedi at ed and cl osed under North Carolina State authority.

Site 42 - |WP treats waste generated by industrial activities (including those at the NADEP)
such as netal plating, painting, and aircraft and vehicle maintenance, as well as collected
stormwater fromthroughout the base. The systemis conposed of various processes designed to
treat 0.65 million gallons per day of wastewater. It also serves as a pretreatnment unit for
wastewater ultinmately discharged to the STP. Residues fromthe | MP treatnent operations are
di sposed off site at a commerci al hazardous waste facility. The | WP has recently been

upgr aded.

Site 47 - the Industrial Sewer System (or Industrial Area Drainage Systen) connects the
industrial areas of the MCAS Cherry Point with the | WIP. Leaks have been detected at severa
| ocations, and necessary repairs have been nade or are underway.

Site 51 "Building 137 Plating Shop and Site 52 - Building 133 Pl ating Shop and drai nage ditch
were built in 1942 for plating operations such as acid rinses, chromc dips, and cadm um

pl ati ng. Each shop features a concrete and terra cotta sunp approxi nately two and a half feet

bel ow the floor of each building, with concrete piers spaced throughout each sunp for supporting
tanks and pl ating equi pnent. The sunps drain to Site 47, which leads to the | WP. The plating
shops operated from 1942 to 1990 when they were fornally closed and pl ating operations were
noved to a new | ocation. The drains fromthe sunps to the | WIP were plugged in 1987. The plating
shops are presently being denoli shed.

Tank farms and various UST sites are |located within QUL. Tank contents include fuel and
lubricants, jet propul sion fuel JP-5, Varsol (a solvent hydrocarbon of |ower weight than
kerosene), waste oil, and diesel fuel. Problemtanks have since been renoved where evidence
of | eakage exi sted.

Two groundwater formations, are key areas of investigation at the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area
the surficial aquifer and the Yorktown aquifer. The surficial aquifer receives groundwater



through infiltration fromprecipitation (i.e., rain, snow). This groundwater generally flows
west toward the East Prong of Slocum Creek. However, to the north and northwest of Building 133,
surficial groundwater locally flows toward Sandy Branch tributaries.

G oundwater to the Yorktown aquifer is primarily supplied fromprecipitation infiltration in
outcrop (where bedrock peaks above the ground surface) areas, and through | eakage fromthe
overlying surficial aquifer. Goundwater fromthe Yorktown aquifer discharges to the |arger
surface water bodies present in the area, including Sandy Branch, an intermttent streamthat
runs through the northern edge of the WP and al ongside of the Site 16 landfill before neeting
the East Prong of Slocum Creek at the northwestern tip of the landfill. Sandy Branch is not used
for drinking or swimmng, but is considered suitable for fish and wildlife propagation,
agriculture, fishing, and other recreational activities.

Al though not studied as part of QU1 field investigations, significantly bel ow the Yorktown

aqui fer is the Castle Hayne aquifer, fromwhich MCAS Cherry Point and surroundi ng communities
derive their drinking water. The Castl e Hayne aquifer underlies the Pungo R ver aquifer, which
underlies the Yorktown aquifer. Six water supply wells, set in the Castle Hayne aquifer, are
located within our nearby QUl; however, only one of these wells (MCAS-15), |ocated west of the
NADEP Central Hot Spot Area near Site 16, is used for drinking water. No Castle Hayne dri nking
water wells are located directly in the vicinity of the area of concern. The supply wells
located in the NADEP (PHL098[ N2], PHL099[ N3], and PH3990[ N1]) have either been closed or are
used for nonpotable water supply only. Al of these wells are set approxinmately 200 or nore feet
bel ow the vertical depth of the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area.

The groundwater extraction systemincluded in Alternative 4A is designed to extract the nost

hi ghly contam nated surficial groundwater within the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area to protect the
under | ying aquifers fromcontam nation mgrating fromthe surficial aquifer. The groundwater
treatnent systemwoul d renove the contam nants of concern, VOCs, via air stripping with

catal ytic oxidation of off gases, prior to discharge of the pretreated groundwater to the STP
(or the IWIP, if this option becones inplenmentable in the future). Wile groundwater

contami nation outside of the area of concern (particularly upgradient) nmay be extracted and
treated as part of this interimaction, the renedi ation endpoints for groundwater at QU1 will be
identified as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL.

Summary of Site Risks

Al though a final risk assessnent for QU has not been devel oped, a review of available
information on QUL indicates that the primary mgration route of nmost concern for the NADEP
Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater is the downward transport of contam nated groundwater from
the surficial aquifer to the Yorktown aquifer, and potentially underlying aquifers.

The concentration of contam nation in groundwater is expected to decrease with tine because
many of the sources of groundwater contam nati on have been significantly reduced. However,
because of the high concentrations, relative stability, and high solubility of chlorinated VCOCs,
groundwat er contam nation in the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area namy present a potential risk to
human health or the environnent. Conparison of QUL VOC concentrations with regul atory standards
i ndi cate exceedances of several orders of magnitude. Therefore, interimrenedial action for the
groundwater in the area of concern is required. A final risk assessnent for QU1 will be

devel oped in the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL and based on its results, the renediation endpoints
for contam nated groundwater at QUL will be identified.

Description of Aternatives

The following six alternatives were devel oped, and screened and evaluated in the Focused RI/FS
for contami nation at the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area G oundwater:

Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative

Extraction/ D rect Discharge to | WP

Extraction/ D scharge to |WIP with Mdification of IWIP Air Stripper
Extraction Treatnent/D scharge to Sandy Branch

Extraction/ Pretreatnent/D scharge to | WIP or STP

Extraction/lron Filing Dehal ogenati on/ Di scharge to | WP

In-Situ Sparging



Al though the NCP requires a baseline No Action alternative, because this is an interimaction,
the No Action alternative is deferred to the conprehensive RI/FS for QUL.

O the above listed alternatives, only Alternative 3 (Extracti on/ Treatnment/Di scharge to Sandy
Branch) and Alternative 4 (Extraction/Pretreatnent/D scharge to | WP or STP) were retained for
detail ed analysis. Alterative 1 (Extraction/Direct D scharge to IWIP) was elimnated because of
effectiveness concerns related to the need for specialized off-gas controls for the IWIP Air
Stripper (with which the IWIP is not presently equipped) to treat the high concentration of
contam nants. Alternative 2 (Extraction/D scharge to IWIP with Mdification of WP Air
Stripper) was elimnated because of the high cost of equipping the IWIP Air Stripper with
special i zed off-gas treatment with mininmal to no additional benefits over the other alternatives
evaluated. Alternative 5 (Extraction/lron Filing Dehal ogenati on/ Di scharge to | WP) was
elimnated prinarily because iron filing dehal ogenation is relatively ineffective for 1,2-DCE a
primary contam nant of the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater. Alternative 6 (in-Situ
Spargi ng) was elimnated because capture of off gas fromthe sparging systemwould be difficult
and limted space is available to install the system Except for Alternative 2 (which is cost
prohibitive), the elimnated alternatives nay be reconsidered in the future in the conprehensive
RI/FS for QUIL.

Based on the technol ogy enpl oyed to renove/treat the VOCs of concern in groundwater,
Alternatives 3 and 4 contain two subalternatives. Alternatives 3A and 4A use air stripping with
catal ytic oxidation of the air stripper off gas. Aternatives 3B and 4B use enhanced oxi dation
(i.e., ozone/ W or peroxide/ W).

For these alternatives (3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B), contam nated groundwater would be extracted to
reduce the mgration potential of VOCs fromthe surficial aquifer to the underlying Yorktown
aqui fer. Extracted groundwater would be transported to the groundwater treatnment system by

dedi cated piping. A brief description of the alternatives evaluated in the detailed anal ysis of
the Focused Ri/FS Report, as well as the estinmated costs (based on a flow rate of 40 gpm to
inplenent the alternative, follows:

Alternative 3A - Extraction/Air Stripping/Liquid-Phase GAC/ D scharge to Sandy Branch

Capital Cost: $2.46 mllion
Annual Qperation and Mi ntenance (&M : $227,000 per year
30- Year Present Worth: $6.0 million

Conmponents of the groundwater treatnent systeminclude equalization, iron oxidation,
flocculation/clarification, pressure sand filtration, air stripping, |iquid-phase granul ar
activated carbon (GAC) polishing, and solids dewatering with offsite disposal of the solids. Of
gases fromthe air stripper as well as fromvents fromupstreamtanks (including equalization,
clarifier, and clarifier overflow tanks) would be vented to an off-gas control system which
consists of a catalytic oxidation system Air stripping would renove nost of the VOC
concentration; however, |iquid-phase GACis included as a final step to attain stringent surface
wat er di scharge standards. Treated water fromthe treatnent system woul d be di scharged to Sandy
Branch. Groundwater nonitoring and a 5-year site review are also included in this alternative.

Alternative 3B - Extraction/Enhanced Oxidati on/Li qui d-Phase GAC/ D scharge to Sandy Branch

Capital Cost: $2.29 mllion
Annual &M $271, 000 per year
30- Year Present Worth: $6.5 million

Conmponents of the groundwater treatnent systeminclude equalization, iron oxidation,
flocculation/clarification, pressure sand filtration, enhanced oxidation, |iquid-phase GAC
polishing, and solids dewatering with offsite disposal of the solids. The vents from upstream
tanks (including equalization, clarifier, and clarifier overflow tanks) woul d be connected to a
vapor - phase GAC to treat fugitive em ssions. Enhanced oxidati on would renove nost of the VOC
concentration; however, |iquid-phase GACis included as a final step to attain stringent surface
wat er di scharge standards. Treated water fromthe treatnent system woul d be di scharged to Sandy
Branch. Groundwater nonitoring and a 5-year site review are also included in this alternative.

Alternative 4A - Extraction/Air Stripping/ D scharge to | WP or STP



Capital Cost: $2.37 mllion
Annual &M $131, 000 per year
30- Year Present Worth: $4.44 nmillion

Conmponents of the treatnent systeminclude equalization, iron oxidation, flocculation/
clarification, pressure sand filtration, air stripping, discharge of treated water to either the
IWIP or the STP, and solids dewatering with offsite disposal of the solids. Of gases fromthe
air stripper as well as from encl osed upstreamtanks (including equalization, clarifier, and
clarifier overflow tanks) would be vented to an off-gas control system which consists of a

catal ytic oxidation system Goundwater nonitoring and 5-year site review are also included in
this alternative.

Alternative 4B - Extraction/ Enhanced Oxi dati on/ Di scharge to | WP or STP

Capital Cost: $2.13 mllion
Annual &M $179, 000 per year
30- Year Present Worth: $4.93 nillion

Conmponents of the treatnent systeminclude equalization, iron oxidation, flocculation/
clarification, pressure sand filtration, enhanced oxidation, discharge of treated water to
either the IWIP or the STP, and solids dewatering with offsite disposal of the solids. The vents
fromupstreamtanks (including equalization, clarifier, and clarifier overflow tanks) would be
connected to a vapor-phase GACto treat fugitive em ssions. Groundwater nonitoring and a 5-year
site review are also included in this alternative.

Note that the cost estinmates and description of the alternatives above are based on treatnent
systens with a flowrate of 40 gpm However, as discussed in the Addendumto the QU1 Focused

Rl /FS Report, subsequent to the generation of extraction rate and cost estinates, testing of the
surficial aquifer near the areas of proposed renediation was conducted to provide nore accurate
information for remedi al design purposes (B&R Environnental, 1995). Based on the results of the
testing, it was deternmined that the extraction rate, and therefore flowrate for the treatnent
systens eval uated, should be increased to 100 gpmto provi de adequate capture of the

contam nated groundwater in the area of concern. Wth the exception of additional costs, the
increase in flowrate would affect the four alternatives descri bed above equally and woul d not
change the overall description of the alternatives. Estimated costs for each alternative would
be hi gher than those provided above, but costs for each alternative would be expected to

i ncrease proportionately.

Sunmmary of Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

The foll owi ng paragraphs describe the process by which the preferred alternative (4A) was

sel ected over the other viable alternatives (3A, 3B, and 4B). This process involved eval uating
the alternatives based on nine criteria and ranking the alternatives in decreasing order, based
on which alternative best nmeets the criteria:

. overal | protectiveness

. conpl i ance with ARARs,

. reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent,
. short-term effectiveness,

. I ong-term ef f ectiveness,

. inplenentability,,

. cost,

. USEPA/ St at e accept ance

. and community acceptance

Table 2 provides a glossary of the above listed evaluation criteria. Table 3 presents the
relative ranking of alternatives, which shows that Alternative 4A is ranked nunber 1 of the nine
criteria eval uated.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Al alternatives would provide an adequate |evel of protectiveness, especially considering that



the remediation is an interimaction. However for Alternatives 4A and 4B, discharge to either
the IWIP or the STP nay be nore protective than direct discharge to Sandy Branch (Al ternatives
3A and 3B) because discharge to either the IWIP or the STP offers additional buffering and
treatnent of water in a permtted treatment facility prior to discharge into the environnment. In
addition, Alternatives 3A and 3B nay not be able to conply with stringent surface water

di scharge standards for toxic netals. Even though the sequence of treatnent represents the best
conventional technol ogi es, several potentially applicable discharge standards are well bel ow
chem cal detection limts and therefore may be difficult to attain, especially during startup.

Al four alternatives would reduce the VOC concentrations in the hot spot area and thereby
reduce VOC migration into the Yorktown aquifer. However, using a nore conventional and proven
technol ogy (nanely, air stripping) with catalytic oxidation of the off-gas em ssion, in
Alternatives 3A and 4A, is expected to be nore protective than using enhanced oxidation in
Alternative 3B and 4B. Relative to off-gas em ssions controls, the air stripping alternatives
(3A and 4A) are slightly nore protective than the enhanced oxidation alternatives (3B and 4B),
because vinyl chloride fugitive em ssions fromthe tank vents nmay not be adequately captured by
t he vapor-phase GAC used in A ternatives 3B and 4B.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The principal ARARs address di scharge of treated groundwater and air enissions. Because this is
a Superfund (CERCLA) site, conpliance with technical requirenments for permts (i.e., discharge
or em ssion standards) apply, but adm nistrative requirements for permts do not (i.e.,
applying for and receiving actual permts are not required).

Alternatives 3A and 3B woul d require a nore extensive groundwater treatnent systemto achieve
the di scharge standards for Sandy Branch than for the |WIP or the STP discharge options for
Alternatives 4A and 4B. For discharge to Sandy Branch, the treatment systens in Alternatives 3A
and 3B are designed based on the nost stringent discharge standards to protect people drinking
the water and organisns that live in it. Aternatives 3A and 3B nay have a probl em attai ning
acceptabl e effluent concentrations for toxic netals based on these stringent discharge
standards, especially during startup. Actual discharge standards woul d be determ ned by the
techni cal requirenents of National Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System (NPDES) for discharge
to Sandy Branch. Alternatives 4A and 4B would neet the | WP or STP pretreatnent standards.

Air emissions fromAlternatives 3A and 4A woul d be below the North Carolina Air Toxics Limts
for TCE, dichloroethenes, vinyl chloride, and benzene because the air stripper em ssions and
off gases fromthe upstreamtank vents would be captured and treated by catal yti c oxidation.
Al though air emssions fromAlternatives 3B and 4B shoul d be bel ow t hese standards, there is a
potential that vinyl chloride em ssions fromthe upstreamtank vents may exceed the North
Carolina Air Toxics Limt, presenting a potential hazard.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune Through Treat nent

Al of the alternatives are simlar in their ability to achieve the renoval /destructi on of VCCs.
In Alternatives 3A and 4A, VOCs woul d be renoved by air stripping and destroyed in the catal ytic
oxi dation system In Aternatives 3B and 4B, VOCs woul d be destroyed by enhanced oxi dation. The
overal | reduction of toxicity is simlar and any differences between the alternatives are
expected to be nminor. Simlar quantities of total VOCs woul d be renoved fromthe groundwater in
all alternatives. Spent (used) |iquid-phase GAC from polishing treatnent of water prior to

di scharge to Sandy Branch woul d be generated for Alternatives 3A and 3B and spent vapor-phase
GAC fromthe treatment of tank vent gases would be generated for Alternatives 3B and 4B. In

Al ternatives 3A and 4A, vapor-phase GAC woul d not be used, because of f gases would all be
treated by catalytic oxidation to forminnocuous (nonhazardous) products. Al alternatives are
expected to generate nonhazardous sludge filter cake.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives 3A and 4A featuring air stripping with off-gas controls would be nore effective in
the short termthan Alternatives 3B and 4B featuring enhanced oxi dati on. The nost significant
difference in short-termeffectiveness concerns the types of hazards that would require greater
wor ker protection, housekeeping, and care in the operation of the treatnent plants.



Alternatives 3B and 4B nmay expose the workers to vinyl chloride fromfugitive tank em ssions
because of in inadequate capture in the vapor-phase GAC, unlike Alternatives 3A and 4A, which
treat all off gases (including fugitive emi ssions) by catal ytic oxidation. However, these
fugitive em ssions fromupstreamtanks are expected to be mininal. Alternatives 3B and 4B woul d
require great care in operating the VOC treatnent system because of the high electrical power
used in enhanced oxi dation and the potential for explosion by the m shandling of hydrogen
peroxide. Alternatives 3A and 4A would also require care in operating the catalytic oxidation
system (for off-gas control) because of the high tenperatures (typically exceedi ng 800

degrees F) and the electrical power requirenents. For all alternatives, proper ventilation of
the sludge dewatering roomis required protect personnel.

If contami nant concentrati ons decrease to the point where the groundwater neets | WP/ STP
pretreatment standards without treatnent, or air em ssions decrease to acceptable
concentrations without off-gas controls, direct discharge to the |WIP or the STP coul d be
enpl oyed or the off-gas control systemcould be renoved. Therefore, short-term effectiveness
concerns, particularly for Alternative 4A, nay be reduced in the future.

Long- Term ef f ecti veness

Al of the alternatives are intended as interimactions and therefore long-termeffectiveness is
not fully addressed. Long-termeffectiveness wilt be fully addressed in the conprehensive R /FS
for QU1. However, sone |long-termeffectiveness concerns for the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area

G oundwater are related to the catalytic oxidation systemfor Aternatives 3A and 4A and the
enhanced oxi dation systemfor Aternatives 3B and 4B. Trai ned operators and nore intensive

mai nt enance may be required to effectively operate the catalytic oxidation systemor the
enhanced oxi dation system These |ong-termeffectiveness concerns would be less significant if
future contam nant concentrations decrease to the point where the groundwater does not need
pretreatnment to be discharged to the IWIP or the STP or an off-gas control systemis no | onger
necessary to neet air em ssion standards.

The effluent nonitoring requirenents for discharge to surface water in Alternatives 3A and 3B
are expected to be nore extensive and nmay require weekly to nmonthly sanpling and analysis for a
conpl ete suite of paraneters to ensure standards were being nmet for discharge to Sandy Branch.
The effluent nonitoring requirenent for discharge to the IWIP or the STP in Aternatives 4A and
4B woul d be limted to nonthly sanpling and analysis of a limted |list of parameters to ensure
pretreat nent standards were being net.

Inpl emrentability

Al alternatives are inplenmentable. However, the inplenmentability requirenments differ anong the
alternatives. Concerns include uncertainties involving treatability studies for enhanced

oxi dation (Alternatives 3B and 4B), neeting the substantive requirenents for a permt to

di scharge to surface water (Alternatives 3A and 3B), and availability of capacity of the | WP or
the STP (Al ternatives 4A and 4B).

Because of the high concentration of VOCs, sone treatability testing is anticipated for the
enhanced oxi dation systemfor Aternatives 3B and 4B to deternmine the systemeffectiveness and
the design criteria for a full-scale system Alternatives 3A and 4A are unlikely to require

t hese studi es.

Alternatives 3A and 3B woul d require the establishnment of an outfall at Sandy Branch and
conpliance with the substantive discharge permtting requirenments. Delays could be incurred in
negoti ating these di scharge standards with the regul atory agenci es.

The greatest inplenentability concern for Alternatives 4A and 4B is with the | WP because of

t he unproven operating experi ence of recent upgrades in the systemand problens with the | WP
flow capacity during inflow fromheavy precipitation. Therefore, discharge to the STP is
currently nore inplenentable than discharge to the | WP.

Cost

The 30-year present-worth cost for Alternatives 4A is the lowest, followed by Alternatives 4B,
3A, and 3B. Wiile capital costs of all alternatives are relatively simlar, O8M costs for the



alternatives increase in the same order as present-worth costs. |If contam nant concentrations
decrease to the point where the air emssions fromthe air stripper in Alternatives 3A and 4A
woul d reach acceptabl e concentrations without off-gas controls or concentrati ons decrease to the
point where direct discharge to the IWIP or the STP (Alternatives 4A and 4B) coul d be enpl oyed,
&M costs for the affected alternatives would be | ower.

As di scussed previously, because of the increase in anticipated flowrate, the estimted costs
associated with each alternative will be higher than presented in the Focused R /FS Report and
this InterimPRAP. This increase in punping rate affects all the alternatives simlarly, and
therefore the relative ranking of alternatives based on cost will not change. Revised costs for
Al ternative 4A based on the increased (100 gpm) flow rate are provided in the Addendumto the
Focused RI/FS Report.

USEPA/ St at e Accept ance

The USEPA and NCDEHNR concur with the evaluation of alternatives and the selection of the
preferred alternative. USEPA and State coments have been incorporated in the Final Focused
RI/FS and the Interi mPRAP.

Communi ty Acceptance

The community has been participating in the alternative selection process through the TRC RAB
neetings. The TRC RAB nenbers support the selection of the preferred alternative. In addition,
a public comrent period for the Focused RI/FS Report for QU1 Groundwater and the Interi m PRAP
for NADEP Hot Spot Area G oundwater began on June 18, 1996 and | asted 30 days. During this
comrent period, public comments on these reports, in particular all the alternatives eval uated
and the selection of the preferred alternative were solicited. No public coments were received
on the evaluation of alternatives and the selection of the preferred alternatives.

Further discussion of public participation during the public comment period is included in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this Interi mROD.

Sel ect ed Renedy

Based on consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA the detailed analysis of the alternatives
using the nine criteria, and public coments, the Navy, the USEPA, and the NCDEHNR have
determined that Alternatives 4A is the nost appropriate interimrenmedy for the QUL NADEP Centr al
Hot Spot Area Groundwater at MCAS Cherry Point.

The naj or conponents of the Alternative 4A - Extraction/Air Stripping/ D scharge to | WP or STP
i ncl ude:

. G oundwat er Extracti on System
l. Extraction wells and punps placed in the Building 4224/ Buil ding 133 Area.
. Extraction wells and punps placed in the | WP Area.
M. Extraction wells and punps placed in the Building 159 Area
. G oundwat er Treatment System
l. Equal i zati on

. Iron oxidation
M. Fl ash m xi ng/ Fl occul ation/d arification

IV. Pressure Sand Filtration

V. Air Stripping

V. Di scharge to the STP initially with potential for future discharge to the
| WIP.

VII. Of-gas emssions control and fugitive tank em ssions by catal ytic
oxi dati on

VII11. Solids Handling

The groundwater extraction wells would be placed at various |ocations in the NADEP Central Hot
Spot Area, as shown in Figure 3. All wells shown nmay not be required. The conceptual process



flow diagramfor the groundwater treatnent systemis shown in Figure 4. Contam nated
groundwat er woul d be extracted fromeach well, and the conbi ned fl ow woul d be conducted through
a header to the groundwater treatnent system The groundwater extraction system pi pi ng woul d be
doubl e-wal | ed pi pe, since the contam nated groundwater nay be considered to contain a RCRA
hazardous waste by characteristic. The groundwater treatnent systemis expected to be |ocated
adj acent to the WP, as shown in Figure 3. The conceptual design of the treatnent systemis
based on a flow rate of 100 gpm The extraction systemw |l be flexible such that flow rates at
each well can be adjusted and/or additional wells can be added, including fromother QU1 areas
as long as the 100 gpmtotal flowrate is not exceeded

The desi gned systemis presented bel ow, specific sizing, chem cal usage, and sl udge production
rates woul d be confirned during the renmedi al design

The groundwater flows and concentrati ons woul d be honbgeni zed in an equalization tank equi pped
with mxer. The pH of the equalized groundwater is expected to be 6 to 7 and the groundwater is
expected to contain sufficient iron to warrant the adjustnent and precipitation, to avoid
foul i ng of downstream processes, particularly the air stripper. In the equalization tank,
caustic soda woul d be added for pH adjustment, and iron oxidation woul d occur via aeration

and/ or potassi um pernanganate addition. Thus, the iron would be rendered insol uble and converted
to a precipitate. To sone degree dissolved toxic netals, would be renoved with the iron

The water would then be flash mixed with a coagul ant/flocculant polyner in a flash-m xing tank
floccul ated, and allowed to undergo sedinentation in a clarifier to renove the suspended solids
and precipitates. Approxinmately 70 percent of the inconmng total suspended solids (TSS)
(including newy forned iron hydroxi de and nanganese oxi des) would be renoved in a clarifier.
These solids woul d undergo air sparging to renove any adsorbed VOCs, then woul d be bl ended with
the groundwater treatnent systemeffluent, while still attaining TSS pretreatnent requirenents
for the STP. Space will be provided for a future filter press for sludge dewatering should the
solids not be blended with the systemeffluent and require renoval instead.

The overflow fromthe clarifier would be filtered through a deep-bed sand filter, to produce
relatively particulate-free water. The sand filter would al so renpbve sone of the particul ate
toxic metals. The filtered water would then be treated to renove the volatile organics by air
stripping, and collected in an effluent holding tank prior to discharge to the STP (or the | WP
shoul d this option becone inplenentable in the future).

The air stripper would be a packed tower. Al the VOCs of concerns expected to be effectively
removed, fromthe groundwater and carried into the off gas fromthe air stripper.

Of gases fromthe air stripper as well as from encl osed upstream process tanks including the
equal i zation tank, the clarifier, and the clarifier overflow tank, would be vented to the
off-gas control system The off-gas control systemwould consist of a catalytic oxidation system
operating at tenperatures exceeding 800 degree F. The catal ytic oxidation systemis intended to
reduce the nmass em ssion rates of the dichloroethenes, vinyl chloride, and benzene to | ess than
their respective State of North Carolina Air Toxics Limts (limts considered protective).

Cont ami nant plune nonitoring would include sem annual sanpling of approximately 15 existing
nonitoring wells, followed by analysis for TCL volatile organics. After perfornmance testing
during startup, the influent to and the effluent fromthe groundwater treatnent systemwoul d be
sanpl ed once a nonth and anal yzed for TCL volatile organics and TSS to ensure conpliance with
the STP (or potentially IWIP, in the future) pretreatnent requirenments. Gher water quality
paraneters, such as pH, will be nonitored as well. A so, after an extended period of tinme, the
concentration of VOCs in the influent to the groundwater treatnent system nay be equal to or
less than the pretreatment requirenents for discharge. In this case, the groundwater treatnent
system coul d be shut down and the groundwater collection systemcould be discharged directly to
the STP (or IWP). Groundwater nodeling and fate and transport nodeling are required to predict
decreases in contam nant concentrations with tinme. Mdeling efforts are planned in support of
the conprehensive QUL RI/FS. A so, sanpling and analysis of the groundwater treatnment system
woul d be part of the performance nonitoring aspect of the punp and treat renediation. Therefore
actual operating data would be obtained to determ ne whether influent concentrations are
consistently below discharge limts. Utimtely, the decision regarding when to shut down
treatnent operations will be made on the basis of actual performance data and cannot be tied
into a pre-established or nodel ed schedul e.



Capital costs include costs for treatnment plant site preparation, equi pnent (extraction wells,
punps, treatnment systemtanks), piping and instrunentation, foundation and structural work, and
electrical materials (wiring, switches, cables, lighting). Total capital costs are estinmated at
approximately $2.8 mllion: O&M costs include costs for the operation of the treatnment plant,
annual groundwater sanpling, nonthly sanpling of treatnent plant effluent, and 5-year site
review and are estimated at approxi mately $180,000. Present worth analysis for a 30-year
operation period is approximately $5.6 nillion. A summary of estimated costs for the selected
alternative is provided in Table 4.

Statutory Deterninations

A sel ected remedy shoul d satisfy the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121 which incl ude:
(1) be protective of human health and the environnent; (2) conply with ARARs; (3) be
cost-effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogi es to the nmaxi numextent practicable; and (5) satisfy the preference
for treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenment, or provide an
expl anation as to why this preference is not satisfied. The interimaction is not designed or
expected to be final, but the selected renmedy represents the best bal ance of trade-offs anong
alternatives with respect to pertinent criteria, given the limted scope of the action. The
preference for treatnent will be addressed in the final decision docunent for QUL. The

eval uation of how Alternative 4A satisfies these requirenents for the NADEP Central Hot Spot
Area groundwater is presented bel ow

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

Alternative 4A woul d provide protection of human health and the environnment through extraction
and treatnment of contam nated groundwater. The groundwater extraction systemwould nmtigate the
potential for groundwater to migrate fromthe surficial aquifer to underlying aquifers.

G oundwat er would be treated to neet STP (or potentially IWIP in the future) pretreatnent
requirenents via air stripping (a proven technology for VOC renoval) and of f gases woul d be
destroyed in a catal ytic oxidation system

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Alternative 4A would conply with the ARARs identified in the Focused RI/FS for QUl. ARARs of
concern are related to discharge of treated groundwater and to control air em ssions.

G oundwat er would be treated to neet the STP (or potentially IWIP, in the future) pretreatnent
standards. The off gases and upstreamtank vents would be captured and treated by catal ytic

oxi dation to below North Carolina Air Toxics Limts. A summary of ARARs and TBCs is presented in
Tabl e 5.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 4A would be the nost cost-effective of the alternatives considered, with the | owest
30-year present worth cost of the four alternatives evaluated in the detailed anal ysis.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es

Alternative 4A woul d represent a permanent treatnent solution for VOCs in groundwater at the
QU1 NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater. However, as this is an interimaction, this
criterion will be further addressed as part of the conprehensive RI/FS for QU .

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

Alternative 4A would satisfy the preference for treatnent as a principal elenent since the VOCs
in the groundwater woul d be renoved by air stripping and destroyed by catal yti ¢ oxidation.

Expl anation of Significant Changes

To fulfill the requirenents of CERCLA section 117(b), this InterimROD nust docunent and di scuss
the reasons for any significant changes nade to the selected renedy fromthe tine the Focused
RI/FS Report and InterimPRAP are released for public comment to the final selection of the
remedy. The InterimPRAP for the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area groundwater was rel eased for public



comrent on June 18, 1996. The InterimPRAP identified Alternative 4A - Extraction/Air Stripping
Di scharge to | WP or STP as the preferred alternative. All witten and Verbal comrents submtted
during the public conmrent period were reviewed. Upon review of these comments, it was determ ned
that no significant changes to the renedy, as originally identified in the InterimPRAP, were
necessary.

3. 0 RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The Responsi veness Summary is a conci se and conpl ete summary of significant coments received
fromthe public and includes responses to these coomments. The Responsiveness Sunmary was
prepared after the comrent period in accordance with guidance in "Conmmunity Relations in

Super fund: A Handbook" (OSVER Directive 9230.0-3B, January 1992). The responsi veness sunmary
provi des the decision-maker with infornmati on about the views of the community. It al so docunents
how t he agency has consi dered public comrents during the decision-naki ng process and provi des
answers to nmgj or comments. The Responsiveness Summary consists of three sections, as follows.

Overvi ew

The InterimProposed Renedial Action Plan (PRAP) identifies the preferred renmedy for Qperable
Unit 1 (QUL), Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Central Hot Spot Area G oundwater, at the Marine
Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, North Carolina. The renedy identified is extraction and
pretreat ment of contam nated groundwater and di scharge of treated water to the Sewage Treatnent
Plant (STP) or Industrial Wastewater Treatnent Plant(IWP) (A ternative 4A). The sel ected renedy
specified in the InterimRecord of Decision (ROD) for QU1 NADEP Central Hot Spot Area

G oundwater is the same as the preferred renedy except that discharge of pretreated water to the
STP will initially be considered. Discharge to the | WP nay be reconsidered at a |ater date
shoul d this option becone inpl enentabl e.

Few comments were received during the public comment period, none of which were in support or
agai nst the preferred renedy. In addition, no comments on the other alternatives were received
during the public conment period.

Backgr ound on Community | nvol venent

Communi ty invol venent at MCAS Cherry Point is pronoted through the community rel ations program
whi ch includes public nmeetings, fact sheets, public notices, public comment periods, newspaper
advertisenments, and comunity interviews. A though not specifically expressed about QUl, the
community in general has expressed concern about groundwater contam nation at MCAS Cherry Point
and the potential for the contamination to affect |ocal drinking water supplies.

Information on community relations is provided in the Conmunity Relations Plan for MCAS Cherry
Poi nt (B&R Environnental, 1996a). Major mlestones in the comunity relations at MCAS Cherry
Poi nt are the establishnent of the Technical Review Committee (TRC) in 1988, the establishnent
of two information repositories, and transition from TRC to Restorati on Advisory Board (RAB) in
1995. The RAB (fornerly TRC) acts as a forumto discuss issues and exchange infornati on between
the Navy, Marine Corps, regul atory agencies and the comunity on environnental restoration

i ssues. The RAB provi des an opportunity for community nenbers to participate in the

deci si on- maki ng process by revi ewi ng and commenti ng on proposed actions involving MCAS Cherry
Point. The information repositories are avail able at Havel ock Public Library and MCAS Cherry
Point Library. Al docunents generated through the Installation Restoration (IR) Programare
avail able for public reviewin the information repositories.

Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comrent Period and Agency Responses

The public comment period on the Focused Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R/FS) and
the InterimPRAP was held fromJune 18 to July 18, 1996. The public neeting was held on June 18,
1996 at Havel ock Gty Auditorium Havelock, North Carolina. Limted public comments were

recei ved and were only received during the public nmeeting. No witten comments were received
fromthe public during the conment period. The transcript of the public neeting is available in
the information repositories and is included as Appendix A. A summary of the questions that were
asked during the public neeting followed by a response is provi ded bel ow.

Question: Wien was the contamination in the groundwater discovered? How was it discovered?



Response: The landfill (Site 16) located in the northeastern portion of OM has been under
investigation since 1985. During the investigation of groundwater in the vicinity of the
landfill, contam nated groundwater was identified upgradient of the landfill. Further
investigation of the groundwater upgradient of the landfill identified other areas of
groundwat er contam nation at QUl, including the NADEP Central Hot Spot Area.

Question: How | ong do you think the | eakage has been goi ng on?

Response: The groundwater contamnation is a result of previous activities. Efforts have been
undertaken by MCAS Cherry Point to limt continued contam nant nmigration at the possible source
areas. The tanks and pipelines that were found to have been | eaki ng have-been repaired or
renmoved. Ot her possible source areas have been cl osed, discontinued or operating practices

have been nodifi ed.

4.0 ACRONYM5 AND ABBREVI ATI ONS

ARARs Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

BRAC Base Real i gnment and d osure

CERCLA Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
1, 2- DCE 1, 2- D chl or oet hene

DOD U S. Departnent of Defense

DON U S. Departnent of the Navy

GAC G anul ar Activated Carbon

gpm gal l ons per mnute

InterimPRAP InterimProposed Renedial Action Plan
InterimROD InterimRecord of Decision

IR Install ati on Restoration

| WP Industrial Wastewater Treatnent Plant

MCAS Marine Corps Air Station

NACI P Navy Assessnent and Control of Installation Pollutants

NADEP Naval Avi ation Depot

NCDEHNR North Carolina Departnent of Environnent, Health, and Natural Resources
NCP National G| and Hazardous Substance Poll uti on Contingency Pl an
NPDES Nati onal Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System

NPL National Priorities List

M Qperation and Mi ntenance

a Qperable Unit 1

PCL Petrol eunfoil lubricants

RCRA Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

R/ FS Renmedi al I nvestigation/Feasibility Study

SARA Super fund Anendnent and Reaut hori zation Act

STP Sewage Treatnment Pl ant

svoC Sem vol atil e O gani c Conmpound

TBC To be consi dered

TCE Tri chl or oet hene

TRC RAB Techni cal Review Committee/ Restoration Advisory Board

TSS Total Suspended Solids

ug/ | m crogram per liter

USEPA U S. Environnmental Protection Agency

UST Under ground St orage Tank

(Yoo Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpound, VQOCs of concern at the NADEP Central Hot Spot

Area Groundwater include TCE, 1,2-DCE, vinyl chloride, and benzene
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Par anet er

Metal s (ug/L)
Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Vol atile organics (ug/L)

1,1,1,-Trichl oroet hane
1, 1- D chl or oet hane

1, 1- D chl or oet hene

1, 2-Di chl or obenzene

1, 2- D chl or oet hane

1, 2-

1, 3-Di chl or obenzene

1, 4-Di chl or obenzene
Benzene

Chl or obenzene

Chl or oet hane

G s-1, 2-di chl or oet hene

Di chl or odi f 1 uor orret hane

Et hyl benzene

Met hyl tert-Butyl ether

Met hyl ene chl ori de

Di chl oroet hene (total)

Fr equency
of Detection

3/5
1/6
4/ 6
5/5
5/'5
2/ 6
1/5
2/6
5/'5
6/ 13
5/5
5/5
1/6
3/5
5/5
1/5
1/6

1/ 14
5/ 15
3/ 15
10/ 17
2/ 16
11/ 18
5/ 13
7/ 13
11/ 20
8/ 19
2/ 13
8/9
1/9
8/ 20
2/5
1/13

TABLE 1

GROUNDWATER STATI STI CS AND COVPARI SON W TH RI SK- BASED
CONCENTRATI ONS (RBCs) FOR TAP WATER, FEDERAL AND STATE DRI NKI NG WATER STANDARDS

M ni mum
Det ecti on

QU1l, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA

MCAS, CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Maxi mum
Det ecti on

8090
6.1
21.2
78
65100
64.8
12.3
46.1
98400
200
18000
621
29.3
6870
22500
24.6
154

140
360
140
260
82
16700
160
699
1780
730
47.1
16700
150
130
76.9
112.5

PAGE 1 OF 2

Aver age of
Positive Detections

2856

6.1
10.5
65.6
39286

45
12.3
26.6
37341
40. 3
7638

241
29.3
3513
13034
24.6

154

140
86
51
57
47

4306
49

127

196

140

47.1
7869
150
45.5
38.5
112.5

Location of
Maxi mum Det ecti on

16GM1
42GM05
166GM1
42GMN05
16GM1
16GM1
166GM1
16GM1
N2GAR7
NAHPS

N2GW’7
16GM1
16GM1
N2GA7
N2GW’7
16GM1
16GM1

NAHP10
NAHP10
NAHP10
N2HP15
N2GAL7
42GM03
N2HP15
N2GW24
N2GW24
42GM05
426002
426003
NAHPS

N2HP15
N2GA24
N2GW24

Ri sk- Based
Concentration(l)

37000
15

0. 038
2600

37000
2200
1400

0. 0037

180
730

260
11000

1300
810
0. 044
270
0.12
55
540
0.44
0. 36
39
8600
61
390
1300

4.1

Feder al
MCL( 2)

50 - 200*
6
50
2000
100
TT
300*
T

50*
100

5000*

200

70

100

70

700

North Carolina
GNE( 3)

50
2000

50
1000
300
15

50
100

2100

200
700

620
0.38

620
75

50

70
1400
29
200



TABLE 1

GROUNDWATER STATI STI CS AND COVPARI SON W TH RI SK- BASED
CONCENTRATI ONS (RBCs) FOR TAP WATER, FEDERAL AND STATE DRI NKI NG WATER STANDARDS
QU1l, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA
MCAS, CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CAROLI NA

PAGE 2 OF 2
Par anet er

Frequency M ni mum Maxi mum Aver age of Locati on of Ri sk- Based Feder al

of Detection Det ecti on Det ecti ons Positive Detections Maxi mum Det ecti ons Concentration (1) MCL( 2)
Tet rachl or oet hene 1/ 15 43 43 43 NAHP10 1.1 5
Tol uene 8/ 20 2.6 150 31 N2GA24 750 1000
Trans-1, 2-di chl or oet hene 3/12 3 5 4 42GM5 / NAHP10 120
Tri chl or oet hene 12/ 15 6.3 2600 541 NAHP10 1.6 5
Tri chl or of | uor onet hane 2/9 120 2700 1410 NAHP5 1300
Vinyl chloride 12/ 15 12 10000 1223 4265 0. 019 2
Mtp- Xyl enes 2/2 76.7 418 247 N2GA24
O Xyl ene 2/2 20 188 104 N2GA24 1400
Xyl enes, total 6/ 18 2.1 160 62 NAHP10 / N2HP15 12000 10000
Sem vol atile Organics (ug/L)
2, 4- D net hyl phenol 1/3 9 9 9 N2GA27 730
2- Chl or onapht hal ene 1/3 3 3 3 42GM5
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 3/3 3 20 10 N2GW7
Napht hal ene 2/3 7 14 11 N2GA27 1500
Pesti cides (ug/L)
Al pha- BHC 1/2 0.01 0.01 0.01 N2GAe7 0.011
Endosul fan I 1/2 0. 0085 0. 0085 0. 0085 N2Gwe7 220
Endri n Ketone 1/2 0.04 0.04 0. 04 N2GA27
Gamma- BHC (Li ndane) 1/2 0.01 0.01 0.01 N2GA27 0. 052
M scel | aneous Par anet ers
Bi ol ogi cal Oxygen Demand (ng/L) 1/1 4.7 4.7 4.7 166GM1
Total Organic Carbon (ug/L) 1/1 3380 3380 3380 16GM1
Total Suspended Solids (ug/L) 1/1 883 883 883 166GM1
Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng/L) 2/ 3 880 1880 1380 42GM5

* Secondary Maxi mum Cont am nant Level - 40 CFR Part 143

TT - Treatment Techni que; for copper the action |level = 1300 ug/L and for |lead the action level = 15 ug/L.
Bl ank: No standard avail abl e
(1) Risk-Based concentration (RBCs) - USEPA Region IIl, March 7, 1995

(2) Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Levels (MCLs) - Safe Drinking Water Act National Primary Drinking Water Standards, 40 CFR Part 141
(3) North Carolina Goundwater Quality Standards, NCAC, Title 15A, Chapter 2L, Section 0.0202

North Carolina
GNS( 3)

0.7
1000

2.8
2100
0. 015

530

21

0.2



TABLE 2

SUMVARY CF EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A
QU1, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA GROUNDWATER
MCAS CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environment -addresses whether an alternative provides
adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced, or
control l ed through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with ARARs - addresses whether an alternative will neet all of the applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenents (ARARs), other criteria to be considered (TBCs), or other federal and
state environnental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent - is the anticipated perfornmance of the
treatnent options that nay be enployed in an alternative.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness - refers to the speed with which the alternative achi eves protection, as well
as the remedy's potential to create adverse inpacts on human health and the environnent during the
construction and inpl enentation peri od.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernmanence - refers to the nagnitude of residual risk and the ability of
an alternative to maintain reliable protection of hunan health and the environnment over tine once
cl eanup goal s have been net.

Inpl erentability - is the technical and admnistrative feasibility of an alternative, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenent the chosen sol ution.

Cost - includes capital and operation and nmi ntenance costs, and for conparative purposes 30- year
present worth val ues.

USEPA/ St at e Acceptance - indicates whether, based on review of the Rl and FS Reports and the PRAP, the
USEPA and State concur wth, oppose, or have no comments on the preferred alternatives.

Community Acceptance - will be addressed in the Record of Decision following a review of the public
comrents received on the Rl and FS Reports and the PRAP.



TABLE 3

RELATI VE RANKI NG SUMVARY OF COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES
QU1l, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA GROUNDWATER
MCAS CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Category of Detailed Analysis Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative
3A 3B 4A 4B
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and 3 4 1 2

Envi r onnent
Conpl i ance wi th ARARs 3 4 1 2

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Vol une 1 1 1 1
t hrough Treat nent

Short-term Ef f ecti veness 1 2 1 2
Long-term Ef f ecti veness 1 1 1 1
I npl enentability 2 4 1 3
Cost 3 4 1 2

Alternative 3A - Extraction/Air Stripping/Liquid-Phase GAC/ Di scharge to Sandy Branch
Alternative 3B - Extraction/Enhanced Oxidati on/Li quid-Phase GAC/ D scharge to Sandy Branch
Alternative 4A - Extraction/Air Stripping/Dscharge to | WP or STP

Alternative 4B - Extraction/ Enhanced Oxidation/ D scharge to | WP or STP

Rankings of 1 to 4 are in decreasing

USEPA/ St at e Accept ance: The USEPA and NCDEHNR concur with the evaluation of the alternatives and
the selection of the preferred alternative (Al ternative 4A).

Communi ty Acceptance: Community accepts the selection of the preferred alternative.



TABLE 4

SUMMVARY OF ESTI MATED COSTS FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE
QU1, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA
MCAS CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Capital Costs:

Groundwat er Extraction and Treatnent System

$2.77 mllion

Annual Costs:

Annual Sanpling and Anal ysis (approx. 15 sanpl es/year) $9, 000

Mont hly Sanpling and Anal ysis (approx. 3 sanpl es/ nonth) $8, 000
5-year Site Review (cost annualized over 5 year period) $4, 000
Groundwat er Extraction and Treatnent System O8M $162, 000
Total Annual Costs $183, 000
Present Worth Anal ysis:

30-year Present Worth, with 5% di scount val ue $5.6 mllion



TABLE 5

APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARARS) AND TO BE
CONSI DERED CRI TERI A BCS) FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE
QU1, NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT AREA GROUNDWATER
MCAS CHERRY PO NT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Cont am nant - speci fi ¢ ARARs and TBCs:

. Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs (40 CFR Part 141) and MCLGs (40 CFR Part 143)
. EPA Anbient Water Quality Oriteria (O ean Water Act Section 304)
. Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401)
. North Carolina Air Pollution Control Requirements (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 2D)
. North Carolina Water Quality Standards (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 18C, Section 1500)
. North Carolina Gl Pollution and Hazardous Substances Control Act (GSNC, Chapter 143,
Article 21A)
. North Carolina Water Pollution Control Regulations (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 2B)
. North Carolina Goundwater Quality Standards (GAXBs) (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter
2L, Section 0200)
. North Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ations (NCAC, Title 10, Subchapter 10F)
. Threshold Limt Values (American Conference of CGovernnental Industrial Hygienists - ACAH)

Locati on-specific ARARs and TBCs:

. EPA' s Groundwater Protection Strategy (EPA 1984)

. Federal Protection of Wetlands Executive Oder (E Q 1990)

. Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661)

. Fish and Wildlife Inprovement Act of 1978 (16 USC 742a)

. Fish and Wldlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 USC 2901)

. North Carolina Goundwater Quality Standards (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 2L)
. North Carolina Control Area Managerment Act (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 7H)

Action-specific ARARs and TBCs:

. RCRA subtitle C hazardous waste requirenents for generators (40 CFR Part 262),
transporters (40 CFR Part 263), and treatnent, storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes
(40 CFR Part 264)

. RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) (40 CFR Part 268)

. Nati onal Environnental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4321 and 40 CFR Part 6)

. OSWER Directive 9355.0-28 (CQuidance on Air Strippers at CERCLA Sites)

. North Carolina Air Pollution Control Requirenents (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapters 2H and 2Q
. North Carolina Water Pollution Control Regulations (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 2B and 2H)
. North Carolina Erosion and Sedi mentation Control (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 4)

. North Carolina Well Construction Standards (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 20

. North Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenent (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter-13A)

. North Carolina Solid Waste Managenent (NCAC, Title 15A, Subchapter 13B)

. DOT Rul es for Hazardous Materials Transport (49 CTFR Parts 107 and 171 to 179)

. Qccupational Safety and Health Administration (CSHA) Requirenents (29 CFR Parts 1910,

1926, and 1904)



FI GURES

<| M5 SRC 97208E>
<| M5 SRC 97208F>
<| M5 SRC 97208G



APPENDI X A
PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT

STATEMENT OF WORK
MARI NE CORP Al R STATI ON CHERRY PO NT
CTO 238

PUBLI C MEETI NG
G TY OF HAVELOCK
1 HATTERAS AVENUE T-RANSGCRI-P-T
HAVELOCK, NORTH CARCLI NA

TRANSCRI PT OF PUBLI C MEETI NG TAKEN IN THE G TY OF HAVELOCK,
CRAVEN COUNTY, NORTH CARCLI NA, AT THE HAVELOCK CI TY AUDI TORI UM
BEG NNI NG AT 7:10 P. M, TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1996.

I NTRCDUCTI ONS - CAPTAI N JEFF HEARN
PUBLI C AFFAI RS OFFI CE AT CHERRY PO NT

PRESENTER MB. LINDA KLI NK
BROM & ROOT ENVI RONVENTAL

COORDI NATOR - MB. BETSY HORNE
COVWLUNI TY RELATI ONS SPECI ALI ST
BROM & ROOT ENVI RONVENTAL
55 JONSPI N ROAD
W LM NGTQN, MAI NE 01887- 1062

COURT REPORTER - DEBBI E HADDOCK NI CHOLS

CARCLI NA COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
102 Caknont Professional Plaza
Geenville, North Carolina 27858
TEL: (919) 355-4700 (800) 849-8448
FAX: (919) 355-2100
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HAVELOCK PUBLI C MEETI NG

CAPTAI N HEARN: GOCD EVENI NG ON BEHALF CF
BRI GADI ER GENERAL KARANVARKOVI CH, | AM THE SPOKESMAN FOR
CHERRY PO NT MARI NE CORP Al R STATION. MY NAME | S CAPTAIN
JEFF HEARN. WHAT WE ARE DA NG HERE TCODAY |'S CONDUCTI NG A
PUBLI C MEETI NG FOR COMVENT ON OUR PRCPCSED REMEDI AL ACTI ON
PRQJECT. FIRST, | WOULD LI KE TO RECOGNI ZE A FEW OF THE
R A B. MEMBERS THAT VE HAVE HERE, WHI CH | S THE RESTORATI ON
ADVI SCRY BOARD, THAT, BASICALLY, IS MADE UP OF COVMUNI TY
MEMBERS AND TECHNI CAL MEMBERS ON ENVI RONMENTAL | SSUES. FI RST
WE HAVE NEI L SCARBOROUGH, WHO I S FROM HAVELOCK; PAT MCLELLAN
FROM MOREHEAD CI TY; AND GRACE EDWARDS FROM ORI ENTAL. I N
ADDI TI ON, VWE HAVE SEVERAL PECPLE HERE FROM THE ENVI RONMENTAL
AFFAIRS DI'VI SI ON AND THE STATE OF NORTH CARCLINA. SO IT S
MADE UP OF A WDE VAR ETY OF ENVI RONMENTALI STS THAT BASI CALLY
MONI TOR ALL DI FFERENT TYPES OF ENVI RONVENTAL PRQIECTS, BUT
SPECI FI CALLY THE ONE HERE AT CHERRY PO NT AND THE ONE VEE ARE
GO NG TO TALK ABQUT, QU-1. SQOVE ADM NI STRATI VE NOTES: THERE
ARE THREE WAYS TO MAKE PUBLI C COWENT FOR TH S MEETI NG THE
FIRST WLL BE BY VO CE. VW HAVE A STENOGRAPHER HERE WHO | S
PREPARED TO TAKE DOAN THE TRANSCRI PT CF TH'S MEETING | F YQU
ARE GO NG TO MAKE COMMENT, WE ASK THAT YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR
NAME, SPELL YOUR NAME, AND G VE US YCQUR ADDRESS. GO SLOMLY,
BECAUSE VWE WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT WE CGET I T TO AFFORD YOU A
RESPONSE. SECONDLY, THERE IS A CARD AND THERE | S A COMMENT
BOX. FEEL FREE, |IF YOU DON T WANT TO SPEAK PUBLI CLY, TO FILL

3
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HAVELOCK PUBLI C MEETI NG
TONIGHT I N TERVB OF THE GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON. YQU M GHT
WONDER HOW THE GROUNDWATER BECAME CONTAM NATED. THERE ARE
THREE MAJOR WAYS THAT THI S HAPPENED. FI RST, FLOCOR DRAI NAGES
WERE JUST DI SCHARGED TO DI TCHES BEFCRE THE | NDUSTRI AL
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT WAS CONSTRUCTED. SECONDLY, THERE
WERE LEAKI NG UNDERGROUND STCRACGE TANKS THAT HAVE SI NCE BEEN
REMOVED. FI NALLY, THERE WERE UNDERGROUND | NDUSTRI AL
Pl PELI NES THAT WERE LEAKI NG, AND THOSE HAVE El THER BEEN
REPAI RED CR ARE | N THE PROCESS OF BEI NG REPAI RED. | F YOU
WLL LOOX ON THE ADJACENT PACE CF YOUR HANDQUT, I T SHOAS AN
QUTLINE OF QU1 AS A WHOLE AND THE AREA THAT WE ARE CONCERNED
WTH WHERE | T HAD TH'S H GH LEVEL OF GROUNDWATER
CONTAM NATI ON, WHI CH WE CALL THE "NADEP CENTRAL HOT SPOT
AREA" | N OUR REPCRT. THE SUPERFUND REGULATI ONS REQUI RE THAT
WE HAVE PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON I N SELECTI NG A REMEDY. THI S
PRI MARI LY OCCURS FROM THE PRAP STACE OF THE PRQJECT, WHICH I S
VWHERE VWE ARE NOW AS YQU CAN SEE, SEVERAL ACTIVITIES
OCCURRED BEFCRE THI'S PO NT I N TI ME: BASI CALLY, THE REMEDI AL
I NVESTI GATION OR "RI" AND THE FEASIBILITY STUD ES, THE "FS."
VWHAT WE DI D HERE, WE COMBI NED THE RI AND THE FS RESULTS | NTO
ONE REPORT CALLED A "FOCUSED RI FACTS REPORT FCR CPERABLE
UNI T-1 GROUNDWATER' - (I NDICATING. TH S IS THE FI RST VOLUVE
OF THAT REPORT. THERE | S ALSO ANOTHER VCLUME, AND THAT | S
THE APPENDI CES. THI S IS AVAI LABLE | N THE | NFORVATI ON
REPOSI TORY AS VELL. |'M JUST GO NG TO TALK BRI EFLY ABOUT
5
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IS JUST TO G VE YQU A BASI S FOR COWPARI SON. NO ONE | S
DRI NKING TH S WATER. THI' S NEXT POSTER BOARD, AGAI N, SHOWS
THE ENTI RE FACILITY AND A CRCSS SECTION I N RED SHOWN NG THE
GEOLOGY AND UNDERLYI NG GROUNDWATER THE POSTER BOARD | JUST
SHOWNED W TH THAT CONTAM NATI ON REALLY IS IN THE UPPER PART
HERE (I NDI CATING, THE UPPER MOST AQUI FER, CALLED THE
SUPERFI Gl AL AQUIFER " | T STARTS ABQUT 10 FEET BELOW THE
GROUND SURFACE, AND THE TH CKNESS OF THAT WATER BARRIER | S
ABQUT 35 TO 40 FEET. UNDER THE SUPERFICIAL AQUFER IS A
CONFINED UNFT WHICH | S A SOVEWHAT | MPERMVEABLE BARRI ER
UNDERNEATH THE CONFI NED UNI T | S ANOTHER WATER BARRI ER ZONE
CALLED YORKTOM AND PUNGO R VER AQUI FER UNDER THAT WATER
BARRI ER ZONE | S ANOTHER CONFI NED UNI T SURFACI NG AGAI N AT THE
SOVEWHAT | MPERVEABLE LAYER, AND UNDER THI S CONFI NED UNI T LI ES
THE AQUI FER THAT WE NOW REFER TO AS THE DRI NKI NG WATER
AQUI FER. SO THE PO NT HERE IS THAT THE DRI NKI NG WATER
AQUIFER | S ABQUT 200 FEET LOMNER THAN WHERE OUR CONTAM NATI ON
I'S, SO VWE DO NOT HAVE AN EM NENT THREAT. THE REASON WE ARE
DA NG THI S RESEARCH | S TO PREVENT FUTURE THREATS- - FUTURE
EXPOSURES. AGAIN, I N TERVB OF THE WHOLE FACI LI TY, OPERABLE
UNIT-1 IS OVER HERE; THE GROUNDWATER FLOW DI RECTION IS TO THE
VEST, TOMRD THE EAST PALM OF SLOCUM CREEK (| NDI CATI NG .
VWHAT | JUST COVERED IS THE R, WHAT TYPES OF CONTAM NANTS WE
HAVE, AND HOW FAR THEY HAVE SPREAD. NEXT, | WOULD LIKE TO
TALK ABOUT FEASI BI LI TY STUDIES TO ANSWER THE QUESTI ON " WHAT

7
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EFFECTI VE | S THE ALTERNATI VE | N DESTROYI NG A CONTAM NANT; 1S
I T 50- PERCENT EFFI Cl ENT, 90- PERCENT EFFI Cl ENT? NUMBER 5, ARE
THERE ANY SHORT- TERM HAZARDS TO THE COVMUNI TY CR TO WORKERS
AS THEY ARE | NSTALLI NG TH S ALTERNATI VE? NUMBER 6,
| MPLEMENTABI LI TY; TECHNI CALLY, CAN YQU DO I T, AND ARE VENDCRS
AND SERVI CES | N PLACE? NUMBER 7 IS COST. WE LOOK AT
DEVELCPI NG COST ESTI MATES BASED ON TCDAY' S DOLLARS OVER THE
LI FE OF THE PRQJECT. NUMBER 8 IS REGULATORY ACCEPTANCE. AS
| HAVE MENTI ONED BEFORE, BOTH THE STATE AND EPA ARE ON BQOARD
W TH THE PREFERRED REMEDY. NUMBER 9 IS COVMUNI TY ACCEPTANCE,
AND THAT | S WHY VWE ARE HERE TONIGHT, IS TO SOLIC T COWIN TY
INPUT. THI'S LI STING OF SI X ALTERNATI VES-- AND W THI N THESE
ALTERNATI VES, THERE ARE A COUPLE COF HUNDRED- - YOU CAN SEE THAT
WE DEVELOPED QUI TE A FEW OPTI ONS THAT WE LOOKED AT BEFORE WE
CAME UP WTH A PREFERRED REMEDY. THESE ALTERNATI VES
ENCOVPASSED BOTH SENDI NG OUR CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER TO AN
EXI STI NG | NDUSTRI AL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT ON SI GHT. WE
LOOKED AT COVPLETELY TREATI NG THE GRCUNDWATER | N | TSELF. WE
LOCKED AT DA NG PARTI AL TREATMENT, DI SCHARG NG THAT EFFLUENT
TO THE EXI STI NG SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT; AND WE LOCKED AT
TREATI NG THE GROUNDWATER | N PLACE. YOUR HANDQUT SHOMNS A
TYPI CAL RANKI NG OF ALTERNATI VES--AS YOU CAN SEE IN TH S CASE,
THAT ALTERNATI VE 4- A HAD ONES ALL THE WAY DOMWN, AND, | N FACT,
THAT 1S OUR PREFERRED REMEDY, TO EXTRACT THE GROUNDWATER,
TREAT I T BY AIR STRIPPING AND THEN DI SCHARA NG I T TO THE

9
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GROUNDWATER |'S REMOVED AT THE BOTTOM OF THE AIR STRI PPER. | F
YOU REMEMBER, THE SCREENS THAT WE HAD OF THE SCLI DS AND
NU SANCE METALS | S BLENDED IN WTH TH S SOLVENT- FREE
GROUNDWATER;, AND THAT STREAM | S THEN DI SCHARGED TO THE
EXI STI NG SEWAGE- TREATMVENT PLANT AT CHERRY PA NT. THE
SOLVENTS THAT ARE REMOVED FROM THE GROUNDWATER ARE DESTROYED
IN TH S CATALYTI C OXI DATION UNIT, AND THE CLEAN AIR | S THEN
DI SCHARGED TO THE ATMOSPHERE. FI NALLY, ['D LI KE TO GO BACK
TO THE SUPERFUND PROCESS PCSTER BOARD. AGAI N, WE HAVE HERE A
PRAP STAGE; AND WHAT HAPPENS NOW IS THAT WE ARE SOLI Cl TI NG
COVWUNI TY I NPUT. WE WLL OFFI Cl ALLY PREPARE A RESPONSE TO
TH S SUMVARY, TO DOCUMENT THE COMVENTS WE' VE RECEI VED AND HOW
VWE ANSWERED THEM THAT RESPONSE TO TH S SUMVARY W LL BE
ATTACHED TO WHAT | S CALLED THE "RECCRD OF DECI SION' OR "ROD, "
VWH CH DOCUMENTS THE ENTI RE RECORD OF COLLECTI ON. AFTER THE
REMEDY | S SELECTED, VE WLL MOVE TO THE DESI GN PHASE AND
BU LD THE PLANT AND START TREATI NG YOUR GROUNDWATER. ARE
THERE ANY QUESTI ONS?

M5. RUBY REALIN: |'M SURE A LOT-- EVERYBCDY HAS
BEEN HERE A LONG TIME;, THIS IS MY FIRST TI ME TO COME. WHEN
DI D YQU DI SCOVER TH' S, AND WHAT WAS THE REASON THAT YQU Di D,
DI SCOVER | T? HOW DI D YOU DI SCOVER | T?

MB. KLINK: WVELL, THERE WAS A LANDFI LL--

CAPTAI N HEARN: EXCUSE ME; COULD YQU PLEASE
FI RST STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD?

11
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TH S AREA

MB. REALINI: HOWLONG DO YOU TH NK TH S PROCESS
HAS BEEN GO NG ON-- THE LEAKAGE?

MB. KLINK: AS | MENTI ONED BEFORE, WE ARE REALLY
DEALI NG HERE MORE SO W TH PREVI QUS CONTAM NATI ON.  THE TANKS
THAT VE FOUND THE LEAKI NG HAVE BEEN REMOVED, AND PI PELI NES
ARE BElI NG REPAI RED. THERE IS AN | NDUSTRI AL WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANT THAT NOW PRETREATS TH S WASTE THAT BEFCRE
WERE WASHED AND DRAI NED DOMN A DI TCH, SO W ARE REALLY
DEALI NG W TH PREVI QUS CONTAM NATI ON.  THANK YQU.

CAPTAI N HEARN: THANK YQU; ARE THERE ANY OTHER
COMMENTS FOR THE RECORD? LET THE RECORD SHOW THERE ARE NO
MORE COMMENTS. | AM GO NG TO TAKE THI S OPPORTUNI TY TO
ADJOURN THE MEETING | WOULD LI KE TO THANK EVERYBODY FOR
COM NG AND ON THE BEHALF OF MARI NE CORP Al R STATI ON AT

CHERRY PO NT, THANK YOQOU.

MEETI NG CONCLUDED AT 7:28 P. M
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STATE OF NORTH CARCLI NA )
) CERT-1-F-1-CAT-1-0-N

COUNTY CF PITT )

I, DEBBI E HADDOCK NI CHOLS, A COURT REPCRTER AND
NOTARY PUBLI C I N AND FOR THE AFCRESAI D COUNTY AND STATE, DO
HEREBY CERTI FY THAT THE FOREGO NG PAGES ARE AN ACCURATE
TRANSCRI PT OF THE HAVELOCK PUBLI C MEETI NG WH CH WAS TAKEN ON
BEHALF OF BROAN AND ROOT ENVI RONMENTAL, BY ME BY STENQOVASK,
AND TRANSCRI BED BY ME PERSONALLY.

W TNESS, MY HAND AND SEAL, TH S DATE: JUNE 21, 1996.

My COWM SSI ON EXPI RES JUNE 26, 2000.

<I MG SRC 97208H>
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